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administered a Likert Scale to evaluate 17 statements on -the USC, and

sthese 17 items were factor analyzed. Results indicate a rathet .
consistent behaviorial validation for the alienation scale. The more
alienated students knew fewer faculty, felt more need for counseling,
and fewer of their fathers attended the University of Maryland.
Another finding was that students who dated more felt more alienated.
It-could be that the more active students On campus (1nc1ud1ng
socially active) tend to be more critical of the university and:
therefore more alienated. The scale-focuses op aliepation from the
university, and this alienation could be geen as independent of
alienation from peers. It is further possible that students alienated
from the school seek involvement elsewhere. 8esults also indicate
that new students (freshmen or transfer) antlclpated less alienation
than other students felt. (Author/sW) :
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Summary

A measure of student alienation from the University was developed from
the University Student Census. (USC). Aiienation was oﬁgfationally defined
as.féeling that most instructors, adv;sors and administrators do fhot care
about students, that channels for expressing student comptaints afé unavail-
able, and that course@ork is not stimulating.

The résults“indTCQted a rather c0nsjsteAt behavioral val{dé;ioﬁ for the
alienation scale. FOF instance, the mare alienated students knew fewe??faculty,
felt more heed for Eounseling (rable 5),and it was less likely théir fathers
attended the Univers}ty of Maryland (Table 6). The latter point could be that
sharing attendance with one's father could give a bgsis for identification
with the school. The fact that students datiﬁg mére felt.more alienated
{Table &) éppears as an apparent contradiction to the discussion above. SeveralA
explanations are ﬁossibﬁe. It could be that the mdre active students on campus
(including socially ai}ive) tend to be mo;e critical of the University and
hence more alieﬁated.‘ The scale does focus on alienation from tﬁé UniVe?sity
and this could.be seen as indgpendenf of alienation from peers. It is §lso'
possible that students a]ienated fme the schobl seek involvément eisawhere.

S

Results also indicated that new students (freshmen or transfer) anticipated

P

. Loy
less alienation than other students‘ﬁélt. ) ;
It is hoped that through studies on alienation, schools.and indeed, students,
will be able to change; the school by providing more meaningful experiences

and opportunities for students, and students by better undeFrstanding their re-

lationship to the school. 5




The current trend in research relating to student ecology is to view the

3 . {
college or university.setting as an environment in which many" sources oF in-

fluence are b}ought to qéérlpn the sfudqnt. The educative influence of the ’
classroom environment is but one aspect of the cultural milieu of the univer-
sity or college. This viewpoint is apparent. in such sources as Sanford (1962},
iSutherland, et al. (1962), Newcomb and Wilson (1966), and others. These sources
tend to view the process of education in terms of the assimilation and adapta-
tion of a:student to‘tHe campus culture, and thenjnteractEOn of an individual

3

with that culture.

There are several reasons why this approach has become especially relevant

in recent times. |t seems apparent, on the basis of recent events on college

=
[

and university campuses, that students are becoming more and more expressive of
- - ‘ I
thelr dissaffection with certain aspects of their educational experience. Student
L

expression of dissent and/or discontent has sometimes been focused on factors

3

directly related to student life on campus, such as administrative policies;

Lol

somet imes on factors less obviously related,-SUCh as national policies or concerns.
Dissent may not always be cle;rly related to a specific source nor is the ex-
pression of di;sent always necessary for the attainment of goals. Nonetheless,
. .

so Tittle is known about student dissatisfaction, alienation or dissaffection
with their environment that a systematic study of the phenomenon seems impe;a-
tive if-some way of dealing with it is to be formulated, whether that be from
the standpoint of better and -more ;ystematic setection of colleges by students,

- administrative pfogfam_chgnge, or some other avenué of ehange or emphasi%. Con-
ceptualizing the problem in terms of the interactions between an individual .

student and his educative environment would seem t¢ be an appropriate way of
+ f

approaching the- issue.




One way of describing a ¢ampus culture is to focus Onfstudents' percep=
tions, attitudes, or opinions of that culture. One of the more well-known
lines of research w%ich descrises student perceptions of tﬁeir environment
ig that }nitiated by Pace and Stern (1958), resulting in tﬁe more recent de-
veFopment of the College-and University Environment Scales, or CUES (Pace, 1963).
Some studies have }ound that the better the “fit" bet;een an individual ;nd
his college environment, the more satjsfied he will be. (ée}yin, 1967, Richard=-

-

son, 1968).

Cram (1968) found that size of class made no difference in student sat-

isfaction with classroom environmenti.Lewis_{1958) found tﬁat congruity between

ideal and reai perc;ptiohs of coltege was positiﬁely related to coflege cho};é

satisfaction. o
Rand (1968) provides Fontradictory evidence regardiqg the relationship

between satisfaction and student-environment congruency. He included measures of

scholastic potential, personality, interests, and subcultural orientation on

freshmen at 28 colleges. The results of this study cast serious doubt on any ‘Eif

simplistic notions of ilgoodneé.s of fit'' as related to satisfaction.- The
notion that students most similar or dissimilar to s}ﬁdents at their chosen
school are more satisfied or dissatisfiea waslnot supﬁorted. He'conciqdes that
the relationship between ;atisfaction .and matching islat besi minimal and |
'qpite comp lex. '

Diedrich and Jackson {1969) investigatéd the relationsh%p between 'satis-
faction and @ number of variables, and found that dissatisfied students, as

seen by their teachers, tended to violate common expectations in the class-

rqom; a kind of unpredictableness. Interestingly, satisfaction was unrelated

I
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- quite complex. . = - = ¢

One way of describing a campus culture is to focus on students' percep-
tions, attitudés, or opinions of that culture. One of the more we!]-known
lines of. research which-describes s tudent perceptions-of their environment
is that initiated by Pace and Stern {1958), resultinhg in the more recent de-

‘velopment of the College and Univeréity EnvironmentISca1es, or CUES (Pace, 1963).
" Some studies hgve found that the better the ''fit" between an individual and
his college environment, the -more satisfied he will be. (Pervin, 1967, Richard-
son, " 1968) . - -

Cram (1968) found that size of class made no difference in student sat-
isfaction with classroom environment. Lewis (1968) found that c0ngruity‘between
ideal and real-perceptions of college was posftiwely.re]afed~to college choice
satisfaction. |

Rand (1968). provides contradiﬁtory evidence regarding the relationship
betweéﬁ satisfactjon and studéﬁt-énvironment-Eongruency. He included measures of
scholastic potential,.persbqality, interests, and subcultural orientation on

freshmen at 28 colleges. The results of this study cast serious doubt on any

simplistic notions of 'goodness of fit" as related to satisfaction. The

notion that students most similar or dissimilar to students at their chosen

. ) , E4
school are more satisfied or dissatisfied was not supported. He{cqncludes that

¥

the relationship between satisfaction and matching is at best minimal and

- .

T
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Diedrich and Jackson {1969) investigated the relationship between' satis-
faction and a number of variables, and .found that dissatisfied students, as
seen by their teachers, tended to violate common expectation$ in the Class~

room; a kind of unpredictableness. Interestingly, satisfaction was unrelated

e
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to-achievemept ar ability measures.

Waterman and Waterman (1969) and Gﬁfepeeksr(f969) investigated ego identi}y
status in relation tof:;tisfaction, and found that high ego identity is re!atéd-
to some form§ of satisfaction, but not to others. Feldman and Newcomb (1969)
supmarfze a number of studles which provide tentative suﬁbort for the common
notion of "sophomore slump" (i.e., a low point of satisfactio? during the
sophomore year). L

+ In sum, the evidence for alLirect re!afionship between satisfaction and
congruency or ’'fit’ -between an individual and his chosen college is at bést
tentative._ Most studies find a positive, buf'weak relationship, and one study
(Rand, 1968} finds essentially no relqtionship. It is apparent thét the analy-
sis of this issue cou{d benefit by the clarification bf some problems. The
defini#ion 6f congruency, for example, varied from study to study. Some, studies
define- ]t according to a priori. mean|ngs given to individual and envuronme;?;l\
measures. Others defined it empirically, by means of deviation measures. Another\\\
problem concerns the q§finition of “satisfaction. The.ﬁeasures of satisfaction
were often simple rating scales, presenting inadequate evidence as to their
validity or meaning. _ . | f

The focus of this research will be on-the problem of student-satisfaction,
.ot 4
with satisfaction being used in é particular sense. It is felt that one im-
ﬁortant aspect of'disaffgction, especially in larger universityfsettings, is
the feeling of alienation, isolgtion, Qr lack 6f identity with the institgtion :
as)a whole. What perhaps occurs with many students in a.laftge university is

thét‘they identify with a small subculture within the University, such as a

fraternity or group within a dormitory, and have little or no contact with other

f
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aspects of the university,iougsidelof classroom activities, during tneir
%fperience in collége. Othé; students, more typical perhaps of commuters,
may have no link to thé campus other than perceiving it as a place to go
through the preécribed sequence of coursés to obtain the desired degree. Per-‘/l
ceptions andjattitudes toward faculty and administration in p;Fticuldr under .
these circumstances may be quite.stereotypiéai and responsive td‘}ndividuél
feelings, sjnce the actual contact the‘jndividualﬁstudent has with these bodies
may be quite minimal, ' - ' . T
) {
The purpose of this study is as follows: 1) To describe a measure of

alienation_;btained by means of a.fFactor anélysfs of 17 evaluative statements

. . B 5, ,

about the ‘University of Maryland, given to students during registration; and

2) to relate alienation‘Qméother variables, measured concomitantly.

- Method ' i

Subjects N

A1l undergraduates carrying nine or more hours were asked to complete the

.University Studeni,Census (USC), as a regular part of the registration for the

~t

fall semester,_l969i The USC is an activities and attitﬁde in;entory.‘A\l re-

sponses available ftggfsophOmores, juniors and seniors were used in the factor

analysis of the attitude items. Freshmen were eliminated because their perceptions -

would be more appropriately termed '‘expectations, which has a s]ightfy different

meaning. The total N was approximately 13,700, (N's varied by item) .

L %

For_the subsequent analysiS in which alienation was related 'to other

variables, a random sample of 540 Ss was selected (N's varied by item). The

Ss were asked to.choose one of six responses (Strongly ‘Agree, Agree, Neutral, Dis-

agree, St?ohgly Disagree, Other) to 17 evaluative statements on the USC.




aspects of the university, oqtsjde of classroom activities’, ddring their
experience in college. Other stuaents, more typical perhaps of commuters,
may have no link tolthe campus other then perceiving it as a place to go
through the prescribed sequence of courses to obtain the desired degree. Per-

ceptions and attitudes toward faculty and administration in particular'under

T

L l .
these circumstances may be quite stereotypical and responsive to individual

feej?nég, since the actual contact the individual student has with these bodies
may be quite mjnimal.

The purpose'of this study is as follows: }) To describe a measure of
alienation obtained by means of a Fa?tor analysis of 17 evaluative statements

about the Uﬁiversity of Maryland,‘é{ven‘to students during registration; and

2) to relate alienation to other variables, measured concomitantly.

Method

L]

Subjects | ) . . . ~

2 . R
All undergraduates carrying nine or more hours were asked to complete the

University Student Census (USC), as a regular part of the registration for the
fall ‘semester, 1969. The USC .is an activities and attitude inventory. All} re-
sponses available from sophomores, juniors and seniors were used in the factor
anélysis of the attitude items. Freshmen were eliminated because their perceptions
would be more appropriately termed "expectations, which has alslightly-different
meaning. The total N was épproximately 13,700, (N's varied by item).

For the subsequent analysis in which alienation was related to other
-v;rihbles, a random sample of 540 Ss was select;d (N's varied by item). The
Ss were askgd to choose one of six respanses (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Dis-

agree, Strongly Disagree, Other) to 17 evaluative statements on the USC.

% .




way they answered other items of ‘the USCT’T

et

Analysis ) .

Responses to the 17 items were factor analyzed using principal cempon-
ents with squared md]tiple corelations as communality estimates and rot,ated
to a variamax, solution. Results indicated that the first factor accounted

/T - b ’“‘._'
for over 77% of the common variance. Those items with a loading of equal to

or greater than .30 on that particular factor were considered as part of a

relatively unidimensional attitude scale. Factor scores were obtained by a.

*

-

simple summation of the items on this scale for each individual. The & items

of the derived scale, with their loadings, are presented in Table 1.
The atienation variable-was related to other items on the USC which

'

seemed relevant to the focus of this study. An analysis of variance technique
was used (w}nbr, 1962, pp,96-10&) whereby the student alienation score was

used as 3 ‘''dependent" variable, and subjects® were grouped according to the
-] ' i

»

X

‘Results . : ‘
5 . \

- A
T, . o

Alienation and Current Status [ sy
' _ {I \‘\-‘ . ' i g R w
Student alienationqgiffered significantly (F=15.99, p (.01}, depending” -

upon whether the students were new, dJ had started at Maryland at an earlier

a
-
*

time {(see Table 2). . : .

A post-hoc compariion of the means in Table 2 indicated that the only

significant differences occurred between new students (freshman or transfer)

.and students previously'enrolled. New students anticipated significant!f less

-
alienation.

Alienation and Adjustment 5

A number of USC iteTs could be interbreted as related to student "adjust-<

— 7

ment'' ih;é-broad sense, That is, they describe how the student functions in a

Y
[ 2
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social and academic sense.

Alienaiion differed, depending upon the number of prbfessors with which the '.
student waslacq;ainted . The group feeling most al{;nated were thbée acquainted
with no pr?fessors, and the least alienated were those acquainted with 6 or
more, (F=7.34, p ¢.01).

Student alienationlvaried (f=2.24, p (ﬂOS) depending upoQ;what the
studenis found to'be a diff}cult adjustment in college,%Table 3). Aecordin;

tQ*EbE_POSt hoc analysis in which all means were compared, the over-all signi-

3

FicaqthF ratio is due largely to the difference in a]iehation between those

Ss choosing ''being away from home and friends'" and all others. Those finding

.

}this the'hardestqujustment felt least &lienated as students at the University.
The most alienated students were those indicating a difficulty in choosing a

major field or career. Differences among the remaining alternatives were non-
’ r
significant. \ ' .

o

Student alienation varied as a fungtfon of dates per month {Table 4). The
. ’ F
more dates per month indicated, the higher the degree of alienation. A post

hoc analysis indicated that among, those who answered the questiqn, the over-

all significant 'F ratio is due largely to differences between thPse indicating

no dates per month and those indicating seven 3r more dates per month. The
post hoc analysis also showed Significabt]9 more alienation on the part of

those choosing "other', 4nidicating perhaps some unwillingness to reveal person=

-

al information. -
. t K , :
The type of counseling services interested in was significantly related

to alienation (Table §5). O0f those indicating sqme interest in services, the

most alienated group were those who were interested in emotional or social
concerns. This group felt significantly more alienated than those interested

11 | '
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in readnng and study skills.. The latter, in tirn,.were significantly more
’-@lienated-than those not interested in sceking services.
*Satisfaction and Student Bagkground

T

Father's education was significantly related to alienation {(F=2.18,

P {.05). As indicated in Table 6, those students whose father had some college

at the University of Maryland felt least alienated: -"A post-hoc analysis re-

vealed that this group differed from atl the rest, but that none of the other

L]

. L]
groups differ from each other.

Discussion

»

The results of this study showing a low degree of ant|C|pated aliena-

tion on tha part“ﬁf’%@w students, compared to a relatively high level of

e "‘)"-‘

alienation on the part of preVIOUS?% enrolled students rs consnstent wnth

\

past research (e.g., Feldman and Newcomb, 1969, Lynch & Sedfgcek, 19?0) show-
. o ' - —
ing optimism and idealism by freshmen, espescially concerning ‘their futurd™

intellectual and academic functioning. The resuits of this research suggest
-] .
that new students hold similar optimistic expectations regarding.alienation or

isolation in a large university. That is, new students expect to:find that

instructors, faculty, and administrators care about individual students, that’

courses will be stimulating and exciting, and that channels for expressing

complaints will be readily available. These expectations are apparently not
fulfilled, as suggested by the results. This does not necessarily éudgestl—
any great disillusionment on the part of the students, since such Optimfsm s

perhaps a natural, or expected part.cf adapting to a new setting, thus creét-




~

\-‘ ) -

ing no great feeling of disappointment. More compa?ﬁiive data is needed,

however, on whether this type of change in perception is true Fo; large
' ) ' o .
universities as wetl as smaller colleges. - .

The results indicated a rather consistent behavioral -validation for_the

alienation scale. For instance, the more alienated students knew fewer

faculty, felt more need for counseling (Table 5).and it was less likelk that

their-fathers attended thé University of Maryland (Tab!e 62i1Thé Tatteg poiht
could be that sharing attendance with one's father could give a basis for
identification with the school. The fact that students dating more felt

more alienated (Table é) appears as an apparent contradiction to the discussion
aoné. Several explanations are‘possibl?. It could be that the more' active

students on campus (including socially active) tend to be moge critical of the

University and become more alienated . The Scale does focus on alienation from

the University and this could be seen as independent of ‘alienation from peers.f

ft—-iZvalso possible that students alienated from the school seek involvement

-

elsewheEeL

The relationship of satisfaction fo'adjustmgnt is E;cused on in Table 3.
The results inaiéate that gbe type of problem facing the student is indeed a
variable in his feelings regarding alienation in school. The fact tHat}tEose
choosing ''selection of a major field and/or a ca;eer " as being the hardest

part of adjusting to college also indicated the greatest alienation is con-

sistent with the previous research of Grieneeks (1969) and Waterman and Water-

man {1969}, who found that satisfaction is related to ego identity?ﬁ Part of ..
_ . -

ego identity, in the Eriksonian sense, is the identification with a particular

occupation and goal setting in line with that choice. These results suggest

13
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that lack of focus on this dimension is more potent and inflﬁential regarding

L
.

one's attitude toward college than are such problems as earning grades, budget-

ing time, or being away from home and family.

One interesting finding is,that students who responded. '"Other" to a USC
. o

item tended to be consistently the most alienated. Perhaps the best indicant

of student alienation is astendency to withhold information about one's feelings.

-

It‘is hoped that through studies on alienation, schools, and indeed,

students, will be able to change; the school by providing more meaningful ex-

périences and opportunities for students, and students by better understanding

4

their relationship to the school.

A
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Table 1.

Items Relating to”Student Alienation

ltem ) " Factor Loading

C

Most instructors here act like they
really care about students 66

Most faculty advisors here act like they

really care about students .61 )
Most administrators here act like they . - __Hﬁ,if
really care about students - .59 ’ /

Most of my courses are ?limulating and ' 4
exciting . - ‘ 47

Channels for expresging student complaints
are readily available ; .36

I
1

Table 2.

Satisfaction as @ Function of Current Status

E Standard
Current Status Mean % Deviation N
Started earlier as a f;éshman 10.8c 3.56 211

Transferred earlier 10,55 3.95 71
Other . 10.36 3.90 . 102
New transfer 8.62 3.07 39

New freshmen |, 7.89 - 3.17 118

% The higher the mean, the greater the alienation (F=15.99 py¢.01)

15




Table 3.
v
Alienatiion According to Hardest Part of Adjusting to College

i

—t

. . . . Standard -
Hardest Adjustment Was Mean Deviation N
- Selecting majot\Field/career | 11,36 ‘3.61’ Ly

Other 10.62 - r 4,25 | 34 il
Studying efficiently . 10.08 3.36 113

Getting to know other students 10.07 - 2.82 Lg

Meeting expenses ) 10.04 3.70 51 “
Getting to know faculty . 9.88 6.07 - 17

-Earning sagisfactory grades . 9.61 3.44 80

Budgeting time . 9.47 3.70 . 133

Being.away from home & friends I?.B? 4.26 | 23

F=2.25(p < -05) —
»Table 4. -

Alienation as, a Function of Average Number of Dates Per Month

. §tandqrd

Number of Dates Per Month Mean Deviation - N
Other | 11.67 4.54 ; ‘34
More than 10 ' A 103 4,17 BT T
7to 10 _ | o.s 3.53 . 86

| or 2 9.7 3.61 69
3or 4 9,76 - 3.44 .96
Married . : ' 3.59 . 3.46 . b9
‘5 or 6 9.58 . 3.48 87
None 8.80 | 3.63 ' Lh

F=2.19 (p ( 05 j

16
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% ~ Table 5.

. - @ =
Alienation Related to Type of Counseling Interested In

. - Standard
Type pf Counseling . Mean . Deviation N
7 .

Other o 10.90 - 4. 21

Social=-emotional 10.61 | 4.61 Ly

Not interested | 10.34 3:75 . 125

Vocational=-educational 9.89 3.65 . 160

Reading and study skills 9.33 | <+ 3.39 192

F=2.39 (0 < .05)
Table 6.
Father's Education and Student Alienation

. : Standard i

Father's Education Mean Deviation N

Other o _ .32 3.93 BB

Some college = not U.Md- lﬁ.hl 3.92 86

College degree - not U, Md. io.12 3.93 ':154
* High school graduate ' . 9.70 ' 3.55 145

Less than high school 9.70 3.72 '84

Coliege degree - U, of Md. 9.09 . 3.75 32

some college -:U. of Md. 7-81 | . 3.57 21

F=2.18,(p < .05)
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